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He commended the Petitioner's ''tremendous curiosity and 
enthusiasm," and noted that a national journal published his research as a fellow and garnered him 
an invitation to return as a summer research fellow for a second year, during which time he showed 
''creativity in the field of immunology." He concluded by endorsing the Petitioner's petition ''so that 
he can continue working hard to solve the current vaccination issues." 

Assistant Professor in Pediatrics at the 
in Thailand, stated that he was the Petitioner's supervisor on the 

project at the at He stated that the Petitioner's 
"expertise in T-cell immunology helped expedite the project significantly," that his "diligence. hard 
work, and expertise in T -cells would keep advancing the Jield." and that his current research ··can 
prove instrumental."' 

Although these attestations discuss the potential impact of the Petitioner's work, none of his 
references provide examples of how his work is already influencing the field such that it qualities as 
a contribution of major significance. While the evidence demonstrates that the Petitioner is a 
talented researcher with potential, it falls short of establishing that he had already made contributions 
of major significance. 

The Petitioner also provided a citation index from 
demonstrated that his article entitled 

in support of the petition. which 

received seven citations in 2014, and his articles entitled 
was cited twice in 2013. He 

has not sufficiently explained how these articles, which received a limited number of citations. 
exhibit his impact within the field in a manner consistent with this criterion's requirements. For 
example, he has not submitted evidence to demonstrate that a good number of researchers have been 
sutliciently influenced by his work such that it rises to the level of major significance in the field, or 
that the number of citations is indicative of a widespread impact in the field. The Petitioner submits 
a letter from Designated Assistant Professor at on 
appeal, who cited to the Petitioner's work. This letter states that the Petitioner's research "is capable 
of making even more significant impact in the years to come:· Although claims that '·at 
least six different groups have reported the use of after the publication:' the record does not 
include independent evidence to corroborate this statement. While it appears that the Petitioner's T­
cell research is novel, he has not established that his work has impacted his field at a level consistent 
with the regulatory requirement of contributions of major significance. See Visinscaia, 4 F. Supp. 3d 
at 135-136 (concluding that the decision of U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USC IS) to 
give limited weight to uncorroborated assertions from practitioners in the field was not arbitrary and 
capricious). 

In response to the Director's request for evidence, the Petitioner submitted a second letter from 
that further expanded on his joint research with the Petitioner. He claims that the 

Petitioner's report on optimal culture conditions for culturing T-cclls in was novel and 
original, and that their joint research on the project, published in 2014, "inspired many groups 
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to start using in culturing and expanding T-cells outside the human body to meet their 
translational research needs:· concludes that subsequent papers reported results 
they achieved after relying on the joint research they conducted on the project, thereby 
establishing the original contributions of the Petitioner as ones of major significance. Although thi s 
letter discusses the published articles that resulted from their joint research, and that others have 
cited to their work, does not sufficiently explain the impact the Petitioner's research 
has made in the field as a whole. 

The submitted letters generally praise the Petitioner's research. and conclude by recommending the 
approval of his petition for permanent residence in the United States. Solicited letters from 
colleagues that do not specifically identify contributions or specific examples of how those 
contributions influenced the field are insufficient to meet this criterion. Kazarian v. USCIS. 580 
F.Jd 1030. 1036 (2d Cir. 2009), a.ffd in part, 596 F.Jd 1115. The opinions of experts in the tield are 
not without weight and have been considered above. USCIS may, in its discretion, use as advisory 
opinions statements submitted as expert testimony. See Muller (~(Caron International, 19 I&N Dec. 
791 , 795 (Comm'r 1988). However, USCIS is ultimately responsible for making the tina! 
determination regarding a petitioner's eligibility for the benefit sought. /d. The submission of 
letters from experts supporting the petition is not presumptive confirmation of eligibility; USCIS 
may, as we have done above, evaluate the content of those letters to determine whether they support 
the foreign national's eligibility. See id. at 795; see also Visinscaia. 4 F. Supp. 3d at 134-35 
(upholding our decision to give minimal weight to general. solicited letters from colleagues or 
associates that do not provide details on contributions of major significance in the field) . 

The regulation at 8 C.F.R. ~ 204.5(h)(3)(v) requires '"[e]vidence of the alien's original scientific, 
scholarly, artistic, athletic, or business-related contributions of major signfficance in the lie ld." 
(Emphasis added). Without additional, specific evidence showing that the Petitioner"s work has been 
unusually influentiaL widely applied by the field, or has otherwise risen to the level of contributions of 
major significance, he has not established that he meets this criterion. 

Evidence of the alien ·s authorship qf scholarly articles in the field. in pn~lessional or major 
trade publications or other major media. 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(vi). 

The Petitioner documented his authorship of scholarly articles in professional publications. such as 
the and 

Thus, the Director concluded that 
the Petitioner satisfied this criterion. and the record supports that finding. 

III. CONCLUSION 

The Petitioner is not eligible for the classification because he has not submitted the required initial 
evidence of either a one-time achievement or documents that meet at least three of the ten criteria 
listed at 8 C.F.R. § 204.5(h)(3)(i)-(x). Thus. we need not fully address the totality of the materials in 
a final merits determination. Kazarian, 596 F.Jd at 1119-20. Nevertheless. we have reviewed the 



Matter of S-S-G-

record in the aggregate, concluding that it does not support a finding that the Petitioner has 
established the level of expertise required for the classification sought. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. 
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